Abstract
INTRODUCTION
learners of English at intermediate level even though they received plenty of exposure to English. We can give the following explanations for the source of this problem: (1) developmental factors affect learners' learning of the English causatives; (2) the methodology of English causatives requires some modernization; that is, an alternative to the output-based traditional grammar instruction (Collentine, 1998: 576) ; (3) it is unlikely to reflect psycholinguistic processes; and (4) learners are not ready to learn the target structures (Heilenman, 1995) (See Pienemann, 1989 for teachability and readiness issues).
BACKGROUND
Depending on the goal of instruction, grammar instruction has had a variety of forms. In grammar-translation approaches, the goal of foreign language learning was to read the great works of literature in that language. Grammar-translation dominated in language teaching until the emergence of Audio-lingual Method, which was supported by American structural linguistics and the theory of behaviorism. In audio-lingual method, the grammatical system was viewed as a set of habits to be internalized through practice and reinforcement. Without knowing the rules, learners had to correctly repeat, transform, and perform other manipulations on sentences orally as a necessary first step toward communicative ability with the language.
When behaviorism and structural linguistics lost influence, cognitive code learning emerged. Cognitive code theory claimed that learners must know what they are learning and have some conscious mental representation of it before practice. Garrett (1986) suggests a psychological processing approach to the teaching and learning of grammar. Following Garrett (1986) and VanPatten and Cadierno (1993) , within the last few years, studies have been conducted on the relative effects of two different types of explicit grammar instruction (EGI): processing instruction (PI) focusing on the learners' processing strategies followed by input-based practice and traditional instruction (TI) focusing on traditional grammar explanation followed by output-based practice.
VanPatten (1990 ( , cited in Benati, 2001 ) has argued that PI, which helps learners process information via comprehension practice might be more effective than traditional instruction which requires learners to produce language too prematurely.
The PI approach maintains that SLA occurs through a series of processes. The first of these processes in VanPatten's model of acquisition is called 'input processing', which occurs as learners derive intake from input. PI aims to improve the quality of the input received by learners so that the amount of input becoming intake will increase. This is done by giving learners the opportunity to process grammatical forms in the input and make formmeaning connections (see a sample presentation in Appendix A).
In order to see the connection between input processing and instruction, we should illustrate the TI in foreign language teaching. TI involves explanation and output practice of a grammatical point and focuses on the manipulation of learner output to affect change in the developing system. PI attempts to change the strategies and mechanisms used by language learners when processing L2 input, whereas TI involves presenting learners with explanations regarding the form and then giving them practice in how to make sentences with the relevant grammar point.
One processing strategy is the first noun strategy -the tendency to assign the role of agent (or subject) to the first noun (phrase) appearing in the sentence (For other processing strategies, see VanPatten, 1996) . In their notable study, VanPatten and Cadierno (1993) attempted to change the learners' reliance upon the first-noun strategy when processing input containing Spanish clitic object pronouns. They compared the effects of PI and TI on learners' ability to comprehend and produce sentences containing Spanish clitic object pronouns. The results showed that the PI group did significantly better than the TI group in comprehension tasks and performed just as well as the TI group on production tasks.
Following VanPatten & Cadierno (1993) , several PI studies have been conducted in order to compare the relative effects of mostly PI and TI (e.g. Cadierno, 1995; Cheng, 1995; DeKeyser & Sokalski, 1996; Tanaka, 1996; Salaberry, 1997 , cited in Allen, 2000 Collentine, 1998; Nagata, 1998; Allen, 2000; Benati, 2001; Cantürk, 2001; Farley, 2001; and VanPatten & Wong, 2004) . These studies except DeKeyser& Sokalski, Salaberry, Collentine, Allen, Cantürk found similar results to the original VanPatten & Cadierno (1993) study. DeKeyser & Sokalski (1996) , Salaberry (1997 , cited in Allen, 2000 , Collentine (1998) , Allen (2000) , and Cantürk (2001) found no significant differences between PI and TI groups on either the comprehension or the production tasks.
Two of these studies, Allen (2000) and VanPatten & Wong (2004) , are particularly relevant to the present study because both of them compare the effects of PI versus TI on the French causative, which involves the first noun strategy. Allen (2000) tried to replicate the VanPatten & Cadierno (1993) study conceptually as suggested by Polio & Gass (1997) . She investigated the relative effect of PI and TI on the acquisition of the French causative and found that PI was as effective as TI enabling learners to interpret the French causative and that traditional instruction is more effective in enabling learners to produce the French causative.
VanPatten & Wong (2004) replicated Allen's study and found different results from her study but similar results to the original VanPatten & Cadierno study (1993) . That is, on the interpretation task, PI group was superior to TI group, which was superior to the control group. On the production task, there was no significant difference between PI and TI groups. Both groups were superior to the control group. The gains did not hold over time.
Even though DeKeyser et al (2002) questioned the explanatory adequacy of the model of IP, the validity of the limited-capacity, single-resource model of attention, the research on PI showed that PI can be a good alternative to grammar instruction (For VanPatten's response to DeKeyser et al. (2002) , see VanPatten, 2002b) .
The present study is an attempt to investigate the possible effects of two different types of grammar instruction: processing and traditional in learning of English causatives by Turkish learners and to see whether the possible positive effects are retained well over time by PI and TI groups. The study compares PI with TI on Turkish learners' ability to comprehend and produce sentences containing periphrastic causatives have, make, and get, in which the subject of the caused event becomes the object of the causative verb, regardless of whether the caused event is transitive or intransitive. The reason why we had chosen causatives in English as target structures was that they were the most appropriate structures to analyze the first noun strategy. The Passive voice could have been selected as target structures for this study, but the passive voice is more salient to Turkish learners of English than causative constructions. That is, we can find the passive voice in almost every grammar book, so learners are familiar with those structures. However, English causatives are not found in grammar books in detail. Moreover, the pilot test showed that periphrastic causatives have, make, and get were problematic for Turkish learners of English and they used the first noun strategy. An analysis of passive causatives have and get (e.g. I had/got my car serviced.) is beyond the scope of the present study.
The study addressed the following research questions: 1. Will there be any statistical differences among the interpretation of the English causatives by the following groups of learners: a) those who receive processing instruction, b) those who receive traditional instruction, and c) those who receive no instruction on the English causatives?
2. Will there be any statistical differences among the production of the English causatives by the following groups of learners: a) those who receive processing instruction, b) those who receive traditional instruction, and c) those who receive no instruction on the English causatives?
3. Would the possible positive effects for instruction on the interpretation task be retained equally well over time by the two instructional groups (processing and traditional)?
4. Would the possible positive effects for instruction on the production task be retained equally well over time by the two instructional groups (processing and traditional)?
METHOD

Subjects
The subjects were Following Norris & Ortega's (2000) suggestion of true control groups in experimental and quasi-experimental study designs, a control group was added to the research design. For Norris & Ortega, the function of a true control group is to understand whether the possible gains in the PI and TI groups' scores after instruction occurred because of only the treatment or the other factors such as maturation due to exposure to English in the two treatment groups' regular classes, practice on the pretest, and so on. In this way, one may 'identify better the amount of observed effects attributable to instructional treatments' (Ibid: 497). The seven classes were randomly assigned to one of the three instructional groups: the processing instruction group (two classes), the traditional instruction group(two classes), and the control group (three classes), as in VanPatten & Cadierno (1993) and VanPatten & Wong (2004) . While PI and TI groups were under treatment, the control group received no instruction on English causatives and continued their regular classes in Prep. Program.
A pretest was given to 171 subjects (74 females and 97 males). As estimated earlier, the number of subjects in each group, especially in the control group, decreased due to the official holidays in Turkey. The final data pool was composed of the subjects who were present for the pretest, full treatment, posttest, and follow-up test. The cut-off point on the pretest was determined as 60 % in order to investigate the level of improvement. The final n sizes were as follows: Processing n = 41 (17 females and 24 males), Traditional n = 39 (14 females and 25 males), and Control n = 40 (18 females and 22 males). The number of females and males was given to show that the population of the subjects was not composed of only females or males. Note that the gender is not one of the variables in this study. The age range was from 17 to 22.
Instruments
Instructional Packets
Separate instructional packets for the processing and traditional groups were developed and balanced in terms of (a) vocabulary, (b) number of activities, and (c) practice time. As in VanPatten & Cadierno (1993) , the first page of both packets contained explicit grammar instruction about the causative constructions (see Appendix A). The processing group would also receive information about the word order problem that learners of English are confronted with while interpreting sentences that contain the causative constructions. The traditional group was not given this information since it was not the part of traditional approaches to grammar instruction and treating processing problems during explicit instruction was not common in traditional approaches.
In the processing packet, the activities were composed of structured input activities that consisted of both referential (Activities A through E) and affective (Activities F through J) activities. Referential activities are those meaning-based activities with right or wrong answers; for example, students hear a sentence and match it to one of the two pictures. Affective activities are those in which students react to a statement or sentence by indicating whether or not it is true for them, who in their family does that, and so on ( For the examples of referential and affective activities, see Appendix B).
As in the VanPatten & Cadierno study, activities in the traditional packet followed the pattern of moving from mechanical (Activities A through E), to meaningful (Activities F through G) and to communicative practice (Activities H through J) (see Appendix B).
The differences between the activities in the processing and traditional group can be summarized as follows: (a) structured input activities in the processing group make students attend to both meaning and form to successfully complete the activities but they never required students to produce the target structures; (b) activities in the traditional packet make students produce the target structures; the initial activities do not require students to attend to meaning to successfully complete the activities.
Assessment Tasks
In order to assess the effects of instruction, two versions of the assessment task as the pretest and posttest/follow-up test were developed by the researcher. Each test consisted of two parts: an interpretation task and a production task. These versions differed in terms of the order of questions and the names of subjects and objects in each sentence, but the content stayed the same.
As an interpretation task, a listening-based, three-option task was constructed. The students listened to the ten sentences including causative make, get, and have and noncausative make, get, and have and selected the meaning of each sentence. Ten items contained causative constructions and the remaining six were distracter items. After the pilot studies, several items in the interpretation task were revised.
In the production task, students were asked to write a sentence describing the situation in each picture. The first part of each sentence was made available for them as in the pilot studies, but there was a difference. Two verbs were given and the students had to choose the right verb and complete the rest of the sentence. After the pilot studies, it was thought that test familiarity might have made the traditional group more advantageous. In order to change the production task, it was decided to give two verbs. In this way, students would not give multiple possible answers and the researcher would be able to see whether students would select the right verb according to the meaning differences between make, get, and have. Five of these items were target items that required students to use the causative constructions. Five remaining items were distracter items that required students to use reported speech. Distracter items were used in order to see if students actually learned something from instruction or if they applied a test-taking strategy; that is, they made all sentences causative constructions because that was what they had learned.
In order to measure the test's content validity, three experts in the dissertation committee were asked for feedback three times during one and a half years. Based on their comments on the test, some changes were made on the test throughout the study.
Their feedback on the second version of the test was considered to avoid possible factors affecting the subjects' scores in the tests. Thus, the second version of the post/follow-up test used in Pilot Study 2 was totally changed since its content was different from the pretest. It was decided that the names of subjects and objects should be changed, but the content should remain the same.
Their feedback on the production part of the test was seen valuable. The committee members thought that the TI group's superior performance in the production task in Pilot Studies 1 and 2 was due to the task familiarity; that is why, this part should be changed to a certain extent. In order to prevent such interfering factors that might affect the results on the production task, the necessary changes were made.
In this study, the reliability of the test used in pilot studies was estimated with split half method and the reliability coefficient of half of the test was computed to be 0.72. The internal reliability coefficient of the total test given was calculated as 0.83.
Since some changes were made from Pilot Study 1 to the present study, the reliability coefficient of the test employed in the present study was calculated. The reliability coefficient of the half test was 0.79 and the reliability coefficient of the total test was calculated as 0.88. For Darren & Mallery (1995: 226) , this means that the test was reliable enough. As a result, we can say that the test was valid and reliable and it was appropriate for this study.
Procedures Data Collection
In order to control teacher variables, the researcher delivered the explicit instruction and practice activities and administered the pretest, the posttest, and the follow-up test. Otherwise, there would be differences in terms of teaching style. Following VanPatten & Cadierno (1993) and Allen (2000) , all instruction took place in the students' regular classrooms during their regularly scheduled class times in the 2002-2003 Fall Term. The researcher was the teacher of the two classes. The teachers of five classes were removed and the researcher gave the explicit instruction, practice activities, the pretest, the posttest, and the follow-up test. In the pilot studies, it was observed that administering the instruction and posttest one week after the pretest caused students to remember the test items easily. Therefore, two weeks after the pretest, instruction and posttest were given. The administration of the instructional treatment and the posttest spanned two 50-minute class periods. The instructional treatment was not a rush; there were ten activities for each instructional group.
Immediately after the treatment (80 minutes), the posttest was given. In order to see whether or not the proficiency gains from instruction remained stable, the same posttest was given as the follow-up test. Five weeks after the posttest, the follow-up test was administered since prep. students were placed in different groups in the second semester. As a result, it was difficult to find the same students in the same classes. The researcher audio-taped the lessons that she gave in the processing and traditional groups in order to remember the stages of each instruction. All packets were picked up at the end of the treatments. None of the groups was assigned homework during the treatment and during the intervals between the posttest and follow-up test, no review of the English causatives was provided.
Scoring Procedure
Only target items were scored. The interpretation task was worth 10 points. One point was assigned for each correct response; incorrect responses received a score of zero. The production task was worth 10 points; 2 points were awarded for each of the five sentences students had written correctly. Half point in each sentence was assigned for each of the four criteria: (a) the correct infinitive form of the verb; (b) the inclusion and correct position of the object; (c) the correct infinitive form of the verb; and (d) the rest of the sentence. Half point in each sentence was not assigned for each of the following criteria: (a) the wrong choice of the causative verb; (b) the wrong choice of the second verb; (c) no object; (d) the wrong position of the object; (e) infinitive with to instead of bare infinitive; (f) bare infinitive instead of infinitive with to; (g) past participle form of the verb; (h) causative verb + object + verb + nothing; (I) gerund or preposition + gerund instead of bare infinitive or infinitive with to; (j) to + object; and (k) the wrong choice of the object. The decision to assign 2 points per sentence was made in order to reveal intermediate effects of instruction (as in VanPatten & Cadierno, 1993) .
In order to achieve inter-rater reliability of the production (Part B) section of the pretest, posttest, and follow-up test, three raters scored the production task in each test. One of the raters was the researcher. The others were two English teachers who taught at the School of Foreign Languages. The raters were provided with a detailed key. For the three tests, coefficient alpha was computed for each test with the help of SPSS 11 (Statistical Packet for the Social Sciences) software. Coefficient alpha was ,9960 for the pretest; ,9941 for the posttest, and ,9930 for the follow-up test. These alpha results showed that the degree of similarity between three raters was quite high.
Data Analysis
At the end of the study, there were two sets of data: interpretation and production. For each subject who participated in the study, there were six types of data: a) interpretation task scores obtained in the pretest; b) production task scores obtained in the pretest; c) interpretation task scores obtained in the posttest; d) production task scores obtained in the posttest; e) interpretation task scores obtained in the follow-up test; f) production task scores obtained in the follow-up test. In order to test whether there will be any statistical differences in the interpretation and production of English causatives have, make, and get by the three groups of subjects (PI, TI, and Control), the interpretation and production data were analyzed.
Raw scores from the pretest were submitted to a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) since there were three groups and one dependent variable (the interpretation task scores in the pretest or the production task scores in the pretest). Raw scores from the pretest, post/follow-up tests were submitted to a two-way ANOVA since there were three groups and two independent variables (instruction and time). When significant differences were found, a post hoc multiple comparison procedure, the Tukey HSD (honestly significant difference), was performed to establish the source of the differences (following Allen, 2000 and Benati, 2001) . The SPSS 11 software was used to analyze the interpretation and production data.
PILOT STUDIES
After having obtained the results of the pilot test, the study was limited to only causative verbs make, have, and get and passive causatives have and get were excluded from the study.
In order to experiment with the materials and tests, two pilot studies were conducted in the Fall and Spring Terms of the 2001-2002 academic year.
Subjects were Turkish students of English studying at the School of Foreign Languages at Eskişehir Anadolu University, Turkey. Their language level was determined by the Michigan Placement Test.
The results of Pilot Study 1 were as follows: 1. On the interpretation task, both the processing and the traditional groups made significant gains. The control group also made progress.
2. On the production task, both processing and traditional groups improved significantly, whereas the control group made no progress.
In Pilot Study 2, the subjects came from the same population as that described in Pilot Study 1 but were not the same subjects. Their language level was intermediate and they were assigned to three groups as in Pilot Study 1.
The results of Pilot Study 2 were as follows: 1. On the interpretation task, both the processing and traditional groups made significant gains and retained this performance across the posttest and follow-up test. The control group also made gains, but not as significant as the processing and traditional groups.
2. On the production task, both processing and traditional groups improved significantly, but only the processing and control groups retained this performance across the posttest and follow-up test.
RESULTS
Two one-way ANOVAs conducted on the pretest alone revealed no differences among the three groups before instruction (F = 0, 21; p =0, 80 for the interpretation task and F = 1, 18; p = 0, 31 for the production task). This meant that any effects due to instruction were not related to prior knowledge or ability of any one group.
After all the tests had been applied, the results between pretest and posttest and between posttest and follow-up test were obtained. Table 1 illustrates the results of mean test scores and standard deviations for the PI, TI; and control groups. This table displays that for the interpretation data, both PI and TI groups improved from the pretest to posttest (PI : 3, [0] [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] 46; TI: 3, 17) . The mean score decreased only slightly from the posttest to follow-up test for the PI group (8, 92) , while the TI group's mean score remained stable (7, 15) . The control group slightly improved from the pretest to posttest (3, 27) , but improved more from the posttest to follow-up test (4, 32 ). However, this group's mean score was still lower than the PI and TI groups'.
For the production data in table 1, both PI and TI improved significantly greater than the control group from the pretest to posttest (PI : 2, 49; TI: 2, 41 ). The PI's mean score decreased slightly from the posttest to follow-up test (8, 67) , whereas the TI's mean score decreased a great deal (8, 84) . What was interesting here was that while both the PI and TI groups' mean scores became lower, the control group's mean score increased a little (3, 29) . Nevertheless, that score was still lower than the PI and TI's mean scores (PI: 7, 67; TI: 6, 84; C: 5, 29 a range = 0-10 b range = 0-10
Interpretation Data
In order to determine the possible effects of instruction on the way in which subjects interpret sentences containing the English causatives, raw scores of the interpretation pretest, posttest, and follow-up test were tabulated and a two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed. Instruction (PI, TI, and Control) was the between-subjects factor, whereas time (pretest, posttest, and follow-up test) was the within-subjects factor. The results of the ANOVA shown in Table 2 reveal a significant effect for instruction (F = 22,63, p = 0,00) and a significant effect for time ( F = 114,06, p = 0,00) . This means that instruction had a significant effect on test performance. There was a significant interaction between instruction and time (F = 9,45, p = 0,00). That is, the impact of instruction increased through time (before instruction and after instruction) and this increase caused a significant difference between the improvement of the three groups on the interpretation task. In order to determine which instruction caused the difference in the interpretation data, Post Hoc Tukey HSD tests were performed. According to the results of these tests, the effect for instruction was due to the following contrasts: PI was significantly better than Control ( p = 0,00); TI was significantly better than Control ( p =0,00); no significant difference between PI and TI was found ( p = 0,09).
After having found a significant effect for time in the interpretation data, Post Hoc Tukey HSD tests were performed in order to find out the source of the effect. According to the results of these tests, the effect for time was due to the posttest and follow-up test which were significantly different from the pretest (p = 0,00). However, there was no significant difference between the posttest and the follow-up test (p =0,21).
A visual representation of the gains and longer-term effects for the interpretation task across the pretest and follow-up test is shown in Figure 1 . 
Production Data
In order to determine the possible effects of instruction on the way in which the subjects produce English causatives, raw scores of the production pretest, posttest, and follow-up test were tabulated and a two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed. The results shown in table 3 reveal a significant effect for time (F = 145,41, p = 0,00). This means that instruction had a significant effect on test performance (F = 36,44, p = 0,00). There was also a significant interaction between instruction and time (F = 21,67, p = 0,00). That is, the impact of instruction increased through time (before instruction and after instruction) and this increase caused a significant difference between the improvement of the three groups on the production task. In order to find out which instruction caused the difference in the production data, Post
Hoc Tukey HSD tests were performed. According to the results of these tests, the effect for instruction was due to the following contrasts: PI was significantly better than control ( p = 0,00); TI was significantly better than control ( p = 0,00); there was no significant difference between PI and TI ( p = 0,65).
To find out the source of the effect for time in the production data, Post Hoc Tukey HSD tests were performed. According to these tests, the effect for time was due to the posttest and follow-up test which were significantly different from the pretest ( p = 0,00). However, there was no significant difference between the posttest and the follow-up test ( p = 0,38).
A visual representation of the gains and longer-term effects for the production task across the pretest and follow-up test is shown in Figure 2 . 
DISCUSSION
The results of the analysis of the interpretation data indicate that both the PI and TI groups resulted in some kind of knowledge gain due to the treatments. Both the PI and TI groups had a positive effect on how learners interpreted English causatives. The effects of both the PI and TI groups were retained over time. Consequently, the answers to the research question 1 about the statistical differences among the three groups on the interpretation task and the research question 3 about the retention of the possible positive effects for instruction on the interpretation task are positive. Both the PI and TI groups improved significantly greater than the control group. The improvement of the PI group on the interpretation task was greater than the TI and the control group. However, on the follow-up test, the control group improved, but their mean score was still lower than the PI's and TI's (PI: 7,92; TI: 7,15; C: 6,32). This kind of result might have happened due to the control group's maturation throughout the study and their practice on the tests (the pretest, posttest, and follow-up test).
The results of the analysis of the production data indicate that both the PI and TI groups resulted in some kind of knowledge gain due to the treatments. Both the PI and TI groups had a positive effect on how learners produced the English causatives. The answer to the second research question about the statistical differences among the three groups on the production task is positive. The effect of instruction for the PI group decreased slightly on the follow-up test, but the decrease on the TI group's scores on the follow-up test was bigger. However, the control group improved on the follow-up test due to maturation and practice on the tests, but their mean score was still lower than the PI's and TI's (PI: 7,67; TI: 6,84; C: 5,29). The answer to the fourth research question is no. The question asked whether the possible positive effects of instruction on the production task would be retained equally well over time by PI and TI groups. Both PI and TI groups could not continue the same improvement on the follow-up test. However, the drop in the TI group's scores was greater than the drop in the PI's scores. This may be due to memory limitations of both instructional groups. As a result, they may not have remembered the target structures they had been taught during the treatment.
When we compare the findings of the present study with the results found in Pilot Study 2, we observe that on the interpretation task, the same results were found in the present study and Pilot Study 2. However, on the production task, there are differences between the results of the present study and of Pilot Study 2. In the present study, there was no significant difference between the PI and TI groups, whereas in Pilot Study 2, the TI group was better than the PI group. In Pilot Study 2, only the PI and control groups retained the proficiency gains across the posttest and follow-up test, while in the present study, both the PI and TI groups could not retain the gains and only the control group's scores were durable. Our assumption that the task familiarity of the TI group may have caused the greater performance on the production task was proved as right.
Regarding the increase in the control group's performance throughout the study, the effectiveness of the distracter items on both interpretation and production tasks was sought. In order to do that, the distracters were scored. The distracter items on the interpretation task (non-causative have, make, and get) were worth 6 points. The correct answer was awarded 1 point, whereas incorrect or no answer was awarded a point of zero. There were 6 distracter items. In the pretest, all subjects seemed to use the first noun strategy, with a score of 70 or over. In the posttest and follow-up test, the PI group outperformed the TI and Control groups. In the pretest, the control group got the highest mean score and their mean score increased across the pretest, posttest, and follow-up test (4,57; 4,85; and 4,90) . Although the researcher placed the subjects into the three different groups in a random manner, the results of the pretest showed that the control group's listening comprehension was good enough from the beginning when compared to the PI and TI's. When we added their maturation, more exposure to English during this study, and practice on the test, their performance was likely to become better day by day. We saw that there was parallelism between two groups of items on the interpretation task when we compared the control group's performance in the distracters with the one in the target items.
For the distracter items on the production task, 0,5 point was awarded for each of the following criteria: a) Verb + Object + if / whether + the clause; b) Verb + Object + infinitive with to + the rest of the clause; or c) Verb + Object + Pronoun + Tense. Each item was worth 2 points. There were five distracter items (10 points). In the pretest, the control group outperformed the PI and TI groups. The TI group received the lowest mean. This means that the control group knew the reported speech better than the other two groups. Three groups performed better in the reported speech than in the causatives. In the posttest, it was observed that instructional groups (PI and TI) applied the causative rule (have / make / get + Object + (to) Verb) to the reported speech (e.g. The manager had Eric to have any experience). This means that the distracters were effective on the subjects who took the instruction. The rate of applying the causative rule to the reported speech was more in the TI group than the one in the PI group. Both the TI and control groups' scores dropped across the pretest and posttest, whereas the PI's score increased a little in the posttest. In the follow-up test, all groups' means increased since they were taught the reported speech in the grammar lesson before taking the follow-up test. When we added their maturation, more exposure to English during this study, and practice on the test, the control group's performance was likely to become better day by day. We observed that there was parallelism between two groups of items on the production task except for the little drop in the mean score of distracters in the posttest when we compared the control group's performance in the distracters with the one in the target items.
The distracter items were used to see if students actually learned something from instruction or if they applied a test-taking strategy; that is, they made all sentences causative constructions because that was what they had learned. In short, the distracter items on both interpretation and production tasks were effective enough. That is, they distracted some of the subjects in the instructional groups.
We should also consider the individual differences among these three groups. Firstly, we should take into account of the notion whether or not the subjects really wanted to participate in this study. Their intention to learn the structures should be considered. According to the results, the control group seems to really want to participate in this study. This may have caused the increase in their performance in both the distracter and target items on the interpretation and production tasks across the pretest, posttest, and follow-up test. Secondly, individual differences in working memory capacity for both input and output processing should be taken into account (VanPatten, 2003: 96) . There may have been some students who had limited working memory in each group. These students may have had trouble with comprehension and production of English causatives. The findings of this study show that the control group seems to have more room in working memory. As a result, they remembered the items in both tests.
Evaluation of the Results
Regarding the results of the tests on the target structures (causative verbs have, make, and get), this study has shown the following about the effects of PI:
• PI may convert some of the input data on English causatives to intake.
• PI has positive effects on the interpretation and production of English causatives by Turkish learners.
• PI is as effective as TI in learning of English causatives.
• The positive effects of PI are durable in the interpretation of English causatives by Turkish learners.
• The positive effects of PI are not durable in the production of English causatives by Turkish learners.
When we compare the results of this study with the results of the original VanPatten & Cadierno study (1993), of Allen (2000), and of VanPatten & Wong (2004) , our results are similar to VanPatten & Wong's on both interpretation and production tasks and similar to VanPatten & Cadierno's only on the production task (see table 4). The results of the present study differ from Allen's. She found no difference between PI and TI on her interpretation task both immediately after treatment and later on a delayed posttest. As for the production task, she found an initial superior post-treatment performance for the TI that disappeared on the second posttest but then reasserted itself on the third posttest.
Table 4 Summary Comparisons of Results from the Present Study with Results of Three Studies
VanPatten
Allen shared her materials and assessment tasks which she used in her study with VanPatten and Wong. In this way, VanPatten and Wong interpreted her materials and assessment tasks in detail. Their opinions were made use of by the researcher in order to find out the origin of the differences in Allen's results.
According to VanPatten & Wong (2004) and VanPatten (2002a) , the difference in results might have occurred due to the materials-the nature of the instructional treatments in Allen's study as well as the nature of the assessment tasks used in her study. There seemed to be no clear distinction between PI and TI in Allen's study, whereas in the present study, VanPatten & Cadierno's study, and VanPatten & Wong's study, there was a clear distinction between PI and TI. Even though TI is defined as the move from mechanical to meaningful to communicative practice, Allen had the learners be engaged in processing input strings much in the same way they would if they were part of the PI group. Some of the items in Allen's study do not take into account event probability. Lexical semantics or event probability may help learners determine who does what (to whom). For example, when we look at the sentence The doctor made the patient stay in bed, we can easily interpret that the patient stayed in bed since in real life, doctors make patients stay in bed. In this way, they may respond correctly but not because they have learned or know anything about the structure in question.
Allen preferred the first-person sentence structure from the interpretation task to the production task. The third-person sentence structure was maintained across both tasks in the present study, as did VanPatten & Cadierno and VanPatten & Wong in their studies. Allen had the subjects write five sentences involving X me font Y as the base structure. In VanPatten & Wong's study, the subjects had to discriminate between causative and noncausative faire in order to complete each sentence. In this way, VanPatten & Wong could tell to what extent the subjects had truly learned something from the treatment. In the present study, we added non-causative make, have, and get on the interpretation task.
On the production task, we used introductory verbs in reported speech-say and ask since the context of the dialogues required reported speech as well as causative construction. While the instructional packets and assessment tasks were in preparation, we considered lexical semantics and event probability. As a result, we excluded the items containing lexical semantics and event probability from the instructional packets and assessment tasks.
Allen's study (2000) brings the issue of replication studies to question. We have to question whether or not Allen's study (2000) is a replication study. Her study at first seems to be a replication of the original VanPatten & Cadierno study (1993) ; however, when we look at the materials, procedure and assessment used in that study, we can say that it may not be a true replication study. We should interpret her results with caution (for replication studies, see Polio & Gass, 1997) .
Even though VanPatten & Wong (2004) conducted a PI study on a target structure in a different language (French) from the language chosen for this study, their results were the same as those of this study. This may have been due to selecting causativity. This denotes that both Turkish and English learners have a default strategy in causativity: the First Noun Strategy. Perhaps this strategy is universal, but this study did not aim at testing the question whether the first noun strategy is universal or not.
In conclusion, as Ellis (1999: 74) pointed out, PI may promote intake, but it failed to measure the communicative behavior. Furthermore, 'the implicit linguistic system develops slowly and requires much exposure to input ' (VanPatten, 2003: 59) . The present study spanned a few weeks; it was not a longitudinal study. However, we should accept the positive effects of PI in the interpretation and production of the English causatives by Turkish learners.
PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS
This study has indicated that explicit grammar instruction is beneficial in making the students in the PI and TI groups notice the English causatives since the control group did not improve as much as the instructional groups did.
With PI, the implication that grammar instruction should be meaning-based and tied to input (VanPatten, 2003: 110) . Accuracy has been replaced by noticing things in the input. Noticing forms is important, since learners have difficulty with many of the grammatical features due to the following: a) these features may be non-salient or hard to notice; b) they may be infrequent in the input; and c) they may be unnecessary for successful (getting the gist type) comprehension (Heilenmann, 1995: 7) . By using structured input activities, we can have our students notice grammatical features that are problematic.
PI seems to complement communicative language teaching, not to replace it (Ellis, 1993; VanPatten, 1996) . This can be achieved by means of grammar lessons taught alongside communicative lessons that cater to spontaneous language use with a focus on meaning (Ellis, 1999: 74) . PI requires a structural syllabus taught by means of structured input activities. For Ellis (1999: 75) , this syllabus needs to be used in parallel with a communicative syllabus (e.g., a task-based syllabus) (see Skehan & Foster (1997) for task type and task processing conditions).
With PI, the importance of attention to input has become evident. For Wong (2001: 2) , 'the more we understand how learners attend to input, the better equipped we will be at helping them process language. ' For Gass (1988) and VanPatten (1994) , (cited in Doughty & Williams, 1998: 249) , input that is not converted to intake is then lost and consequently is no longer available to any subsequent language acquisition processes. So, the important pedagogical issue is whether learners pay attention to form and how to get the attentional allocation increased, since the more one attends, the more learns. In order to increase attentional capacity, information may be presented in varying modalities.
According to Wong (2001: 2-3) , there are six necessary ingredients for successful adult language acquisition:
1. meaning-bearing comprehensible input 2. attention to input 3. means for making form-meaning connections 4. tasks that do not overload learners' processing capacity 5. opportunities for interaction and negotiation of meaning 6. a positively affective environment We should bear in mind these ingredients and decide how to best incorporate these ingredients into our teaching. We can determine this according to the characteristics and needs of our students and of our curriculum .
When learners show no sign of comprehending a grammatical form, the focus should be on meaning. In IP, learners' false processing strategies are manipulated while metalinguistic information is kept to a minimum. If learners have some grasp of the meaning, more attention to form is possible. VanPatten suggests beginning with activities that require learners to process only input, as input shapes the necessary elements for the developing system. This helps learners to notice features of the input and to establish form-meaning connections. According to VanPatten, after these forms have been incorporated into the developing system, we can include output. The main purpose of this output is automatization and the development of fluency. (see VanPatten, 1996; VanPatten & Cadierno, 1993) A focus on IP does not necessarily show that there is no role for output. Input provides the data, IP makes certain data available for acquisition. Output can be facilitative in development of fluency and accuracy as well as of other aspects of language development (see also Gass, 1997; Swain, 1985 Swain, , 1998 .
The Comprehensible Output (CO) Hypothesis claims that under some conditions, output facilitates second language learning in ways that are different from, or enhance, those of input (Swain & Lapkin, 1995) . Krashen (1998) reviews the research and concludes that the claim of CO is hard to support.
When it comes to curriculum development, based on VanPatten's ideas on IP, Doughty & Williams (1998) suggest a curriculum option regarding input processing:
A. Input → processing meaning B. Input processing → intake of formal features C. Output → fluency This kind of option requires the combination of PI and communicative language teaching as suggested by Ellis (1999) .
When we examine grammar textbooks, we can see, for example, causative constructions, mostly passive causatives, in one or two pages. In other words, some grammatical features are not included in textbooks in detail (For textbook issues, see Finneman, 1987 and Herschensohn, 1988) . Fuchs & Bonner's 'Focus on Grammar' (1995 , 2000 can be an exception for causative verbs have, make, and get , since causative verbs are explained in 10 pages. Fuchs & Bonner first give structures in context and then try to make learners notice them. They integrate reading, listening, speaking, and writing. They start each unit with written and oral input. Later, they ask learners to access output through speaking and writing exercises. We can say that 'Focus on Grammar' can be a good example of joining input with output.
SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
In this study, the effects of PI in learning of the English causatives were compared. Further research should be carried out to compare the effects of PI in the learning of different linguistic features in English.
The sample size of this study was small (120 subjects). Future studies may be conducted with a larger size.
The tasks on the pretest and the post/follow-up test had no communicative behavior; that is students were not asked to speak or to do pair-work. A communicative oral production task can be added to the test in a future study. Larsen-Freeman (1997) claims that the idea that grammar has to do only with sentence level and sub-sentence level phenomena is a myth and that it would be a mistake to teach students grammar only at the sentence and sub-sentence levels. However, this study was at sentence level. Further studies may involve the English causatives at discourse level and explore that phenomenon.
In this study, only one processing strategy P3 (the first noun strategy) was investigated. Further studies may investigate other processing strategies in the VanPatten's Input Processing Model. For example, P1b (the lexical preference principle) may make predictions about a variety of grammatical features carrying semantic information encoded elsewhere in an utterance. P4 (the sentence location principle) can be utilized to examine forms in a language to decide to what extent they are acoustically non-salient (VanPatten, 2002a: 768) .
Passive causatives were excluded from the study. In a future study, these causatives can be studied with causative verbs have, make and get.
Long-term effects of the two instructions (PI and TI) should be re-examined since the long-lasting effects of instruction in this study were measured only over a period of five weeks.
Input in this study (structured input) was controlled. In future studies, spontaneous input can be used by adding oral tasks.
Individual differences were not taken into account in this study. In a future study, learning styles and strategies of learners may be learned at the beginning.
CONCLUSION
This study attempted to compare the effects of two types of instruction: PI and TI. The results showed that PI has positive effects on the interpretation and production of English causatives by Turkish learners; PI is as effective as TI in learning of English causatives; the positive effects of PI are durable in the interpretation of English causatives by Turkish learners; and the positive effects of PI are not durable in the production of English causatives by Turkish learners.
One of the reasons for causative constructions to be problematic can be the fact that they are less frequent in grammar books, thus they are non-salient to Turkish learners of English. Without underscoring the role of output in learning of grammatical features in English, first, we can use explicit information on causative constructions with making them notice their false processing strategies and then we can use 'structured input activities' including those problematic forms. After that, combining the structured syllabus with a task-based one, we can make them produce causatives in English and give them corrective feedback when necessary. In this way, we can have them notice their false processing strategies; change those strategies, and produce them in a communicative task.
This study showed that PI can be remedial for some non-salient problematic grammatical features in English. Language teachers and curriculum developers may include it in the curriculum with a communicative focus in order to solve their students' problems about those features.
APPENDIX A EXPLICIT INFORMATION USED IN THE INSTRUCTIONAL PACKETS
We often ask people to do things for us by telling them to do something. Jack says, "Tina, would you mind cooking tomato soup?"
We can describe what is happening here as follows: "Jack has Tina cook tomato soup." This is called the causative construction since someone is causing something ( a behavior) in someone else. The causative verbs HAVE and MAKE are formed as in the following: when we use the causative verb have, we make a request, there is no insistence or using force; when we use the causative verb get, we persuade someone to do something. (The following additional information is for PI only.)
One of the problems the causative verbs (make, have, get) pose is in listening comprehension. Turkish learners often misinterpret what they hear due to the word order in causatives, so they tend to choose the first noun as the doer.
They hear: "John made Tom fix the tap." They incorrectly think: "John fixed the tap for Tom." But in fact it means "Tom fixed the tap for John."
In the following activities, we will practice hearing and interpreting the causative verbs make, have, and get. 
